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PROFILE IN PERSPECTIVE: 
THE POLICY AND RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS OF THE •PROFILE OF AMERICAN YOUTHu 
by 
Marie J. Eitelberg and Zahava D. Doering 
The 11 Profi 1 e of American Youth" is one of those very rare research 
studies--among the many thousand undertaken each year by government agencies, 
universities, private firms, and individuals from Poughkeepsie to Pomona--
that has been bathed in the limelight of the nation's popular media. One 
could say that the public press has a matchless knack for locating the most 
11 important" discoveries of our time in the cogs and coi 1 s of day-to-day 
science. But what the public press usually finds "important" is whatever 
keeps vi ewers tuned to · stations and readers buying papers. As an astute 
scholar once observed, "at any time, the professional 1 iterature is full of 
socially important results that are potential raw material for journalism" 
(Cronbach, 1975). And most of the raw material seldom, if ever, gets 
noticed. 
Why, then, has so much fuss been stirred up over the r~cent release of 
the 11 Profi 1 e11 study results? Could it be that the new. study was singled out 
solely for its provocative subject matter--including, as the Washington Post 
heralded in a front-page headline, the customary and predictable revelation 
that "Blacks Score Below Whites in Pentagon Test" (Wilson, 1982)? Was the 
Department of Defense project merely the victim of a public press on the 
prowl for controversial copy--or did the study results actually merit the 
attention of a national audience? 
It is difficult for those who have been immersed in the evolutionary 
stages of a research project to step back, play the role of impartial 
observer, and appraise with unclouded objectivity the products of their own 
labors. Nonetheless, this paper attempts to explore the likely implications 
of the "Profile of American Youth" for policy-related research by placing the 
study results in a soci a 1 and mi 1 i tary context. A backdrop or setting for 
the results will make it possible to view--in proper perspective--the present 
and potential value of this major research endeavor. 
The uProf;le of American Youthu 
In 1980, the Department of Defense and the Military Services, in 
cooperation with the Department of Labor, sponsored a large-scale research 
project to assess the vocational aptitudes of American youth. A national 
probability sample of approximately 12,000 young men and women, consisting of 
participants in the National Longitudinal Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force 
Behavior, was administered the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery 
(ASVAB). 
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This multimillion dollar project, known as the "Profile of American 
Youth," marks the first time that a vocational aptitude test has been 
administered to a nationally representative sample •. The "Profile" study 
thus offers an unprecedented opportunity to evaluate the "cross-sectional 
character" of military enlistees based on a national measure of vocational 
test performance. In addition, the Military Services now have, for the first 
time, a truly valid means for (a) detailing_ the specific attributes and 
11 trainability" of the military-age population, by geographic area and social 
category (for recruiting purposes or possible future mobilization); (b) esti-
mating, with a greater degree of precision, the effects of ·various modifica-
tions in aptitude/education standards on recruiting outcomes (under a variety 
of conditions); (c) tracking (through the linkage with the main NLS data 
bases) the 1 Jor force behavior of American ·youth according to measured· 
vocational aptitudes and attitudes toward the military; and (d) gauging the 
comparative apti'tudes of different demographic subgroups of American youth. 
The findings from i ni ti al analyses of 11 Profi 1 e" study results are 
presented in Profile of American Youth: 1980 Nationwide Administration of 
the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (Department of Defense, 
1982). Th1 s report- describes the project, presents a comparison of the 
aptitude test scores of ·military recruits and contemporary youth, and 
evaluates the performance of selected population subgroups on the Armed 
Forces Qual iflcation Test (AFQT), ASVAB subtests and composites, and the 
Adult Basic Learning Examination (ABLE). 
As stated in the Department of Defense report, "the profile data base 
contains a wealth of information that will benefit both military and civilian 
manpower analysts for many years to come 11 (Department of Defense, 1982). 
Indeed, in addition to ASVAB performance measures, the connective link 
between the 11 Profile 11 study and the NLS creates an unparalleled infonnation 
resource on the aptitudes, attitudes, general attributes, and vocational 
behaviors of military-age youth. The NLS, for instance, contains over 150 
variables of descriptive data on the survey sample--including general 
personal information, interview status, family background/socioeconomic 
status, education history, military history, and health history. Further-
more, the NLS incorporates materi a 1 on youth attitudes toward voe at i ona 1 
objectives and job satisfaction determinants, employment compensation, 
military enlistment and reenlistment (for the military subsample), the world 
of work, the quality of life, and life goals and decisions. 
Certainly, popular understanding or awareness of this "wealth of infor-
mation11 contained in the 11 Profile 11 study does not account for the shower of 
publicity surrounding its release. The general public and the news media 
care very 1 i ttl e about the potential usefulness of some new data base for 
advancing the cause of scientific inquiry. In fact, with the possible excep-
tion of breakthroughs in the treatment or prevention of common diseases, 
travels in space, and certain technological inventions, science per se has 
never fared very well in the media alongside war, crime, or theeconomy. 
There are exceptions to this general observation, of course. Particular 
topics from time to time seem to tickle the popular interest--and especially 
those . areas of sci enti fi c research that pit persons of different . sexes, 
racial or social backgrounds against one another in any unsettled manner. 
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Testing research appears perfectly suited for the purposes of the news 
media since it characteristically compares people of different types it has 
been embedded in controversy for decades, and, most of all, be~ause it 
touches the hopes and dreams of almost everyone who has ever aspired to gain 
fortune or 
11
success. 11 From the day our offspring learn to tie their own 
shoes, their performance on tests of abil ity--and the interpretations given 
to the results by others--wi ll serve. to guide the path of their education and 
careers and the opportunities tttey can pass on to their chi 1 dren. And the 
chain of advantage and opportunf·ty can· 1 ink together ma-ny generations of 
family members before it is broken. Such is the influence of tests on our 
1 i ves. 
Testing Today and the Importance of the •profilea Study 
The National Academy of Science's Committee on Ability Testing observes 
that 11 every society develops some sort of formalized criteria for making 
selection decisions. 11 Social characteristics and intuitive opinions have 
typically offered a convenient basis for making these selection decisions. 
However, "given the great tide of immigrants seeking to find a place in 
America and the expansiveness of the economy," writes the Committee, "ability 
testing offered an ordering device that traditional institutions could no 
longer provide and that accommodated the aspirations of the ambitious. The 
convergence of these intellectual, economic, and social forces produced a 
climate conducive to the acceptance of tests and testing in industrial, 
educational, and governmental settings during the first half of this 
century (Wigdor & Garner, 1982)." 
Now, amid the 1 i ve ly controversy over the use and misuse of standard-
ized tests, there is a somewhat declining reliance on traditional paper-and-
-pencil tests of ability. Many employers and educators, in an effort to 
reduce their vulnerability to charges of discrimination and unfairness have 
tended to curtail use of certain tests in favor of alternative selection 
criteria (Friedman & Williams, 1982). Yet, tests still determine to a large 
extent who goes to college, who gets hired, promoted, retained, licensed, and 
certified--or who gets life's 11 chances 11 and who does not. And the costs and 
benefits of these tests are enormous to the users, the 'individual test 
takers, and the society itself. 
For the test takers, the Committee on Ability Testing points out, 11 the 
consequences of testing are the-opp.or:tu.n.i.ties gained or lost. Unsatisfactory 
performance wi 11 cost the test taker· access to one sort of future. 11 On the 
other hand, 11the benefits of testing accrue to the taker \thlo gains access to 
a limited opportunity, is assigned to a potentially more rewarding position, 
is barred from an opportunity that would have 1 ed to fa i 1 ure, or can gain 
self-knowledge that will help in choosing among educational or vocational 
options" (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). 
The question of the costs and benefits of testing for the nation as a 
whole, states the Committee, "goes to the very nature of the society one 
wishes America to be. 11 . "The aim of testing, 11 it adds, "is to identify those 
who are best prepared by nature and training to perform well in a given 
role. 11 But, one must ask: 11can the selection of the 'best' one of ten 
people into a superior job, college, or occupation balance the 'loss' to the 
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ot'iers those who are not selected?" Or, does the recogni.tion of "excel-
lence11'create invidious comparisons, more visible inequality, and promote the 
perpetuation· of the established social and economic order of the nation and 
its many institutions (Wigdor & Garner, 1982)? 
The search for answers to these questions goes far beyond the scope of 
this paper. But the general _topics and issues that are presently be~ng 
thrashed out in public, academ1 c, and government f arums serve to emphas 1 ze 
the substantial consequences of testing on the individual and the -entire 
nation. 
For several hundred thousand young men and women each year, the ASVAB, 
used for the ~lection and classification of applicants for military service, 
is a primary 1neasure of "excellence" and a visible determinant of "success" 
or "failure. 11 For the American Armed Forces, the ASVAB plays a powerful role 
in setting the basis or foundation for evaluating manpower "quality" and, 
indirectly, the state of defense preparednesso In fact, the military's voca-
tional aptitude battery--administered annually to over one-and-one-half 
million applicants for military service and high school students--is the 
largest volume employment test in the United Stateso With the exception of 
school-level, state-administered proficiency examinations, only the Scholas-
tic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the American College Testing Program (ACT), which 
account for virtually all undergraduate college admissions testing, even 
approach the annual volume of ASVAB tests. 1 
At this point, the importance of the results obtained through the 
"Profile of American Youth" project should be obvious. The 11Profile 11 study 
provides the very first 1 ook at the performance of a nationally representa-
tive sample of American youth on the country's most widely administered 
employment screening test. The test itself has a di re-ct effect on the 
employment and training opportunities of millions of young men and womeno 
Moreover, the test influences the manner in which the nation gauges its 
defense capabilities and determines the nature and scope of its related 
allocations of people, time, and money. Even more important 11 though, the 
11 Profi 1 e 11 study offers a unique snapshot of the vocational aptitudes of 
American youth from a 11 corners of the country, a 11 backgrounds, and a 11 
walks of lifeo At a time when testing in general is under fire and wide-
spread scrutiny, it is not at all surprising to find a great deal of public 
and professional interest in the "Profile of American Youth." 
The Social Context of the Study Results 
A Washington Post editorial, appearing soon after the release of the 
"Profile" study, raised a fundamental question about the significance of the 
results for social policy: 
1Approximately 1.5 million young men and women take the SAT at least 
once each year, and just under 1 mill ion take the ACT. Many college-bound 
high school students take both tests. See Rodney Skager, "On the Use and 
Importance of tests of ability in admission to postsecondary education," 
Ability testing, Part II, pp. 286-314. 
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Disparities of scores on this scale, among large sectors 
of the population, are unhealthy and a reproach to a coun-
try that asserts equa 1 i ty of opportunity. • • . Si nee 
differences of this magnitude are not consistent with 
American. principles, what is to be done about them? 
"These [Profile] test scores sound a note of caution" about returning social 
pol icy to the states, the Post added, 11 'for they draw attention to the strong 
national interest in ending severe differences in basic social services--
education, heal th, nutri ti on--from one state to another (Washington Post, 
1982)." --
Washington Post columnist Wi 11 i am Raspberry. offered a simi 1 ar obser-
vation in the very next issue of the newspaper. The results are truly 
"embarrassing," Raspberry found, because "black men and women did only about 
half as well as whites on the test, and also scored lowered than Hispanics. 11 
11 Ask any black man or woman you see what the test reveals," he wrote, 11 and 
the answers are likely to focus not on bias or native intelligence but on the 
shamefully poor education of black children, in school and out, particularly 
in the big cities (Raspberry, 1982). 11 2 
Around the same time, Secretary of Education Terrel H. Bell reportedly 
remarked that the scores of blacks on the military' s tests would be even 
lower if the government stopped aid to needy students, so the cuts in educa-
tion spending are very hard to justify. 11 1 would hope that our cut in Title 
I is a temporary measure and maybe we can see a time wh~re we can have some 
resources come back, 11 Bell stated. 11 If. it weren't for Title I, it [the· 
relatively low test scores of minorities] might be even worse than it is 
(Washington Post·, 1982). 11 
Still others, according to U.S. News & World Report, "seized upon" the 
study "as evidence that the government needs to spend more, not less, to help 
educate the poor" (U.S. News & World Report, 1982). Former Education 
Commissioner Ernest Boyer, for example, joined the fray when he· lashed out at 
· the present Administration's education poli~ies: "The education safety net 
for needy students is being shredded. Schoo·1 enrollments are increasingly 
black and brown, yet only about half of these complete high school. It is a 
demographic time bomb." 
This particular type of response to the "Profile" study characterized 
many editorials and media commentary throughout the country. Basically, the 
-stimulus for this reaction came from the wide differences found _between the 
21t should be noted here that blacks did not score "half as well as 
whites on the test." This was a common mi si nterpretati on in the press 
accounts ·of the study resul ts--due mainly to confusion about the difference 
between "percent" and 11 percentil e. 11 One could speculate whether equal 
attentio.n would have been showered on the study if, in fact, it was correctly 
reported in the media that, on average, the scores of blacks were separated 
from those of whites by "just over one standard deviation." 
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test scores of whites and blacks. Social class distinctions in test perfor-
mance were a1 so evi d~nt 1 n the scores of persons with different 1 eve 1 s of 
educ a ti on, those from different regions of· the country, and those from 
different socioeconomic backgrounds. · 
As shown in Tab 1 e 1, the average scores of b 1 ack youth on the AFQT--
rega rdl es s of age or sex--were far below the average scores for whites and 
somewhat 1 ower than the scores for Hispanics. Actually, the differences 
between the scores of youth from these three racial/ethnic categories were 
quite consistent on each of the various ASVAB subtests. Table 2, for 
instance, indicates that, on all subtests, the average scores for whites 
exceed the av~rage scores for blacks by-· about one· to one-and-one-half 
standard dev1~,ions of the total population score distributions. 
The merger of the computer data tapes from the "Profile" study and the 
NLS actually resulted in test scores of ygung men and women from no fewer 
than 29 different racial/ethnic groupings. Several of the categories -had __ 
very small sample sizes. To avoid improper use of these data and 
inappropriate statistical inference, sampling experts subsequently combined 
similar categories to produce twelve groupings on the computer tapes 
designated for public access. The AFQT mean standard scores of indivi_duals 
(ages 16 through 23) according to these categories are shown in Table 3. 
The AFQT mean standard scores of the "Profile" study sample arranged by 
th·e twelve rad al/ethnic categories provide some further insight into the 
nature of subgroup differences. First of all, there are certain notable 
differences in the AFQT mean scores of persons otherwise labeled simply as 
"Hispanic." Persons who claim to be of Cuban descent, for instance, achieved 
a mean score considerably higher than those who claimed to be of Mexican, 
Puerto Rican, or other Hispanic descent. Of all the possible categories 
depicted in Table 3, it is blacks \rttlo have attained the lowest AFQT mean 
standard score. 
·Recent studies have similarly suggested that blacks, among all racial/ 
ethnic groups, fare the worst on standardized tests of this nature. It was 
this observation, in fact, that prompted economist Thomas Sowell to point out 
. (in a study of American Ethnic Groups) that the performance of blacks has not 
changed very much during the history of standardized testing--largely because 
test performance parallels socioeconomic status. And, Sowell writes, the 
socioeconomic position of blacks has remained• relatively static in relation 
to whites (regardless of their ethnic origins), not even beginning to show 
improvement until the Civil Rig~ts Movement of the mid-1960s (Sowell, 
1978). . 
3The survey question was: "What is your origin or descent?" If there 
was more than one response, the interviewer asked: "Which one of these do 
you feel closest to?" Respondents identified the following groups as their 
"origin or descent": American, Asian-Indian, Black, Chicano, Chinese, Cuban, 
English, Filipino, French, German, Greek, .Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, Irish, 
Italian, Japanese, Korean, Mexican, Mexican-American, Native American, Puerto 
Rican, Other Latin American, Other Spanish, Other, Polish, Portuguese, 
Russian, Scottish, Vietnamese, and Welsh. 
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Talle 1 
AFQT Mean Stand~rd Scor!s of American Youth (18-23 Years) 
by Sex, Rac1al/Ethn1c Group. and Educational Level 
Educational Level 
Racial/Ethnic Non-High School GED High Schoo 1 High School Diploma 
Group and Sex Graduate Equivalency Graduate and Above 
White 
Male 468 518 550 
Female 468 517 543 
Total 468 517 547 
Black 
Male 365 436 417 
Female 346 441 456 
Total 356 439 458 
H1s2anic 
Male 388 470 505 
Female 392 447 484 
Total 392 460 494 
TOTAL 
Male 446 502 540 
Female 446 500 529 
Total 446 501 533 
Source: Derived from special tabulations provided by the Office of the Assistant 




ASYAB Subtest ·ttean ·stamtard ·Scores of 0Allerlcan -Youth 
(.lfµ.23 Years) by lactal/Ethnfc Group -and Sex 
--Mean '<Stamlard ·:Score 
-Male Female 
NUllber of 
Subtest Questions MIiite 0 Black Hispanic ·White 1Black Hispanic llhfte 
General Science 25 543 405 438 501 393 480 
Arithmetic Reasoni~g 30 .537 413 4'50 SD4 '401 416 
_Word Knowledge 35 524 386 429 525 397 416 
Paragraph Comprehension 15 510 :399 427 :SJO 422 431 
Numerical Operations -so :507 408 442 528 434 449 
Coding Speed 84 494 396 441 541 442 46R 
Auto & Shop Infonnation 25 ·603 415 480 4-47 345 361 
Mathematics Knowled_ge 25 524 431 454 508 4JU. :430 
Mechanical Comprehen~ion 25 572 416 469 472 378 387 
Electronics Information 20 529 ~61 ·483 490: 445 -4:51 
Source: Derived from special tabulations .. provided by :t.lJe Office of the ·Aut:stant :Secretary ·of Defense 
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arhe survey question was: 11 What is your origin or descent?" If there was 
more than one response, the interviewer asked: 11 Which one of these do you feel 
closest to? 11 Twenty-nine different ethnic 11 origins" were identified by the 
respondents. These ethnic origins and countries of family descent were then 
combined to form the several categories displayed here. 
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The relatively popr performance of blacks on the ASVAB has provided a 
focus for criticism concerning the social directions of .the current Admini-
stration. Needless to say, the performance. of blacks anq other minorities is 
strongly linked with their position -on· America's socioeconomic ladder~ In 
addition to the data on raci"a 1 /ethnic differences, commentators frequently 
focused on the "Profi 1 e" study test results of youth arranged by mother's 
education (Table 4). The data on mother's education were a source of special 
interest for two major reasons: ( 1) mother I s education was . used in the 
"Profile" study repor.t as a surrogate or proxy for socioeconomic status and a 
general indicator of family background; and ( 2) the differences between the 
average test scores of successive categories (five groups in all) were quite 
substantial an1 remarkably consistent across all racial/ethnic and sex 
classification..,, 
Several commentators were al so intrigued by the test results arranged 
according to geographical residence of examinees at the time of testing 
(Table 5). Even though regional differences in test performance are well-
documented in the testing literature, this particular aspect of the "Profile" 
study gained a significant amount of publicity. The explanation for this is 
probably twofold: (1) regional differences further emphasize regi anal 
disparities in the quality of education and the inequality of opportunities 
available to persons of different socioeconomic or cultural backgrounds; and 
(2) the results on geographical differences coincided with the President's 
push for federal decentralization and increased control by states over their 
own educational, social, and economic policies and programs. 
It is interesting to observe that the "Profile" study results were used 
by advocates of differing political phi 1 osophi es from both extremes of the 
spectrum. Some proponents of states' rights and the "new federalism, 11 for 
instance, were heard to claim (though not in any printed form we have seen) 
that the "Profile". study furnished undeniab 1 e proof of the failures and 
foolishness perpetrated by the liberal establishment of the 1960s and 1970s. 
For a 11 the money and ti me and energy spent on bringing about equa 1 i ty of 
educational and economic opportunity, these individuals hold, the test scores 
of minorities still remain as far distant as they ever have been from those 
of the white majority.· 
Others, as noted above, point out that the racial/ethnic and social 
cl ass differences only further justify the need to reverse the many years of 
neglect and indifference exhibited toward the less-advantaged citizens of 
this nation. The great gap between the test scores of rich and poor, white 
and black, educated and undereducated, Northerner and Southerner, champions 
of this view maintain, is an intolerable disgrace for a country and a people 
that preach fairness and social justice. 
Still another group of commentators -adopted the tactic of coupling "the 
appalling diversity of educational, economic, and other opportunities across 
the nation" with the ultimate disintegration of the national defense. Carl 
T. Rowan, for example, warned that "we could pay the ultimate prfce for 
ignoring the lessons and warnings of this Pentagon study": 
That Pentagon study says to Americans: you may 
think that arguments over "white flight, 11 housing 
discrimination, gerrymandering of school districts, tax 
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Table 4 
AFQT Mean Standard Scores of American Youth (18-23 Years) 
by Sex, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Mother's Education 
Mother's Education 
Racial/Ethnic 8th Grade or Grades 9-11 High School Some 
Group and Sex Less Graduate College 
White 
Male 449 485 527 561 
Female 445 487 529 551 
Total 447 486 528 556 
Black 
Male 363 375 408 471 
Female 366 393 424 450 
Total 365 384 416 461 
Hispanic 
Male 400 436 487 513 
Female 394 434 469 510 
Total 397 435 479 511 
TOTAL 
Male 420 455 515 551 
Female 418 462 516 541 
















Source: Derived from special tabulations provided by the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics). 
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Racial/Ethnic 

















· Table 5 
AFQT Mean Standard Scores of American Youth us-·23 Years) -
by Sex, Racial/Ethnic Group, and Geographic Region 
Geographic Region (U.S. Bureau of Census) 
Northeast North South West 
Central 
534 530 508 521 
534 520 510 527 
534 526 509 524 
406 425 382 410 
422 397 402 426 
412 410 392 417 
420 428 457 428 
388 436 430 429 
405 432 443 429 
512 520 477 500 
512 507 · 479 505 
512 514 479 503 
Source: Derived from special tabulations provided by the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics). 
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eiemptions f~r Jim Crow "Christian academies" and 
universities, arid affirmative action programs are 
separate episodes of emotionalism. But they all go to 
the heart of national· defense--to the question of 
whether we remain strong ·enough to deter any foe 
(Rowan, 1982). 
And a Washington Post editorial similarly observed: 
At a time when the country is increasing its defense 
spending and holding down just about everything else, 
these scores pro vi de compe 11 i ng notice that there is 
more to military strength than buying tanks. The 
di sti ncti on between a strong defense and the soci a 1 
programs is not quite so clear as you might think from 
listening to the current budget .debate. In these test 
scores, the Pentagon draws that crucial connection 
(Washington Post, 1982). 
The marriage between the 11 Profi 1 e 11 study and the main NLS data base 
should GOntribute a vast amount of new infor~ation on the social and economic 
correlates of test performance. And when the next phase of analyses hits the 
public eye--including longitudinal· evi_dence regarding the expectations and 
early career outcomes ( post-"Profi 1 e 11 ) of the test takers--yet another wave 
of commentary will certainly spring forth. 
The M;litary Context 
There is 1 i ttl e question that the .uProfi 1 e of American Youth 11 
accomplishes at least its most immediate objectives for ·the military 
establishment. First, it allows researchers and manpower analysts to 
evaluate the 11cross-sectional character" of military recruits in terms of 
measured aptitudes. Previously, in the absence of information on the general 
population·, military manpower analysts have relied on either (1) the World 
War II reference population or (2) data compiled for pre-inductees or 
military applicants. The World War II reference population is limited for 
use as a comparison measure because of several reasons--including the mere 
fact that it represents only the composition of males (of varying ages) on 
active duty (enlisted personnel and officers) as of 31 December 1944. Data-
on pre-inductees and applicants have been used wi_dely--but analyses have long 
suggested that the self-selected samples of applicants and the pre-inductees 
picked by the Selective Service System over the past thirty years differ 
considerably from the general population in regard to measured abilities. 
The.results of the "Profi 1 e 11 study wil 1 al so permit the Department of 
Defense to better understand the capabilities of American youth and thus 
define its prospective manpower requirements and training needs. The test 
results. will facilitate mobilization planning so that, in the event of 
conscription,· the Mi_litary Services can meet their personnel requirements by 
.~stablishing entrance standards congruent with the available resources of 
manpower. Decisions on who should be drafted, or permitted to volunteer, can 
then be .based on accurate knowled[e of the aptttudes of contemporary youth. 
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non-high school graduates were not e)igible for. enlistment in either the· Navy· 
or the Marine Corps; and female high school gr~duates who fis~ed to enlist in 
these Services were required to meet different aptitude standards than those 
established for males. 
Recent analyses by the Brookings Institution--using the separate 
Service aptitude standards in effect during FY 1981--have been performed to 
determine (on the basis of ASVAB results and data on sex and education) the 
numbers and proportions of American youth ( ages 18 through 23) who would 
qualify for military service (Binkin & Eitelberg, 1982). Aptitude standards 
for FY 1981 were use.d because this period (0ctqber 1980 through September 
1981) coincides roughly with the point of educational attainment established 
for the "Prof: 1e of American Youth"_ population (i.e., September 1980, or the 
start of the !980-81 school year). 
Table 6.displays the results of the Brookings analysis. First of all, 
it is apparent that enlistment 11 selectivity 11 varies· from Service to Service. 
Proportionately more American youth, regardless of sex, would be expected to 
qualify for the Army than for any other Service. At the same time, the 
1 owes t proportion of youth would be expected to qua 1 i fy for the Marine 
Corps. The stringent Marine Corps "selectivity quotient" is largely the 
effect of entry restrictions on females. The Navy's debarment of female 
non-high school graduates also affects the eligibility rate for all youth in 
this Service. Not s.hown in Table 6 are the separate eligibility rates for 
males and females. The estimated eligibility rates for all male youth, by 
Service, are as follows: Army, 77 percent; Navy,· 75 percent;Marine Corps, 
72 percent; and Air Fprce, 63 percent. The estimated eligibility rates for 
all females are: Army, 80 percent; Navy, 58 percent; Marine Corps, 46 
percent; and Air Force, 60 percent. 
The differences in the enlistment eligibility rates for the three 
racial/ethnic groups displayed in Table 6 are quite substantial. For 
example, approximately four out of five white youth would be expected to 
qualify for enlistment in the Army. Just over half of all Hispanic youth, 
and just under half of all black youth, would meet the minimum aptitude 
standards established by the Army. And the disparity between racial/ethnic 
groups is even wider in the other Services. About three out of ten \tklite 
youth, for instance, would probably fail to qualify for entry into the Air 
Force, based on FY 1981 minimum aptitude/education standards; in sharp 
contrast, almost four out of five black youth would probably be rejected by 
the Air Force. 
Substantial variance in the eligibility rates of youth by educational 
1 eve 1 can a 1 so be observed both within and between separate rac i a 1 /ethnic 
groups. The enlistment eligibility rates for non-high school graduates, 
regardless of racial/ethnic group, are considerably below the comparable 
rates for persons with equivalency certificates or high school diplomas. 
Minorities who are high school dropouts {without GED certificates), in fact, 
have little or no likeli.hood of being able to meet the minimum enlistment 
criteria established by the Armed Services. 
The military "participation rates" of American youth (males only) were 
calculated with data from the "Profile of American Y.outh 11· study ancfrecruit-
ing statistics compiled by the Defense Manpower Data Center. The "participa-





Est.taated Percent of Aaer:lcan Youth ( 18-23 Years) Who 
Vould Qgalify for BD.lJ.ataent ID the N:l.lital')' Services 
IJ lac1al/ltlmic Croup ad lcl11cati0Dal Laftla 
lacial/Etlmic Military Se~ice 
Group 1111d Narine Air 
ldacatioa.b Ravy Corpe Force 
~c 
NBSG 41.7 19.9 22.5 11.2 
GED 76.0 70.4 35.1 56.1 
BSG 96.4 81.S 79.8 85 .1 
TOTAL 85.7 74.5 67.7 70.5 
llactd 
NBSG 7.1 3.8 3.9 0.8 
GED 35.2 26.6 13.9 _11.2 
HSG 68.6 45.6 33.8 32.l 
TOTAL 48.l 31.7 23.6 21.5 
Biepa.ic 
NBSG 13.6 4.8 s.s 1.5 
GED 40.0 35.7 18.8 16.8 
BSG 85.7 64.8 54.7 56.7 
TOTAL 54.6 39.2 33.3 32.7 
TOrAL 
MHSG 31.6 15.0 16.8 8.0 
GED 68.0 62.1 31.1 47.4 
BSG 92.7 81.6 73.2 77.6 
TOTAL 78.7 66.6 59.6 61.5 
Source: M. Binkin and M.J. Eitelberg vith A.J. Schexnider and M.M. Smith, Blacks 
and the Military (Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 19~ 
~- 98; and special tabulations provided by the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs, and Logistics). 
4 Estimates of the percent of youth qualified for military service were 
calculated 011 the basis of results from the •profile of Amer.lean Youth" 
(administration of the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery [ASVAB) to a 
national probability sample in 1980) and the 1981 education/aptitude standards used 
by the Armed Services. (It should be noted that eligibility for enlistment would 
also depend on other factors-in~luding medical and moral requirements.) 
bNRsG is non-high school graduate. GED is recipient of General Educational 
Development (GED) high school equivalencycertificate. HSG is high school diploma 
graduate or above. The American youth population includuall persons born between 
January 1, 1957 and December 31, 1962. Educational level was determined as of 
September 1980 (start of 1980-81 school year). 
CWbite category includes all racial/ethnic groups other than black or Hispanic. 
d11ack category does not include persons of Hispanic origin. 
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Furthermore, the 11 Profil e" study results provide a foundation of information 
on issues concerning the compatibility · of mi 1 i tary hardware with those who 
are expected to operate that hardware--more speci fi call_y, whether certain 
weapon systems, vehicles, communication systems, and military equipment in 
general are becoming too complicated and demanding for.military personnel to 
operate efficiently. 
The longer-range implications of the "Profile of American Youth" for 
military manpower research· are packed with new and exciting prospects. The 
study, as noted, contains ASVAB performance measures for a nationally 
representative sample of American youth. The sample has approximately equal 
proportions of males and females, including individuals from urban and rural 
areas, and fr ~m all major census regions. For the purposes of previous 
analyses, thi~ sample was statistically weighted to correspond with the 1980 
national youth population. Since the "Profile" study incorporates the scores 
of contemporary youth on a similar version of the ASVAB used· currently to 
screen military recruits, it is possible to estimate, with reasonable preci-
sion, the numbers and proportions of American youth who would be expected to 
qualify for military enlistment under present standards. Enlistment eligi-
bility rates for the general population, when combined with information on 
enlistment behavior,· al so all ow--for the first time--accurate computation of 
the military "participation rates" of qualified youth. 
Numerous attempts have been made throughout the years to fix the limits 
of the so-called "eligible" population and, therefrom, to calculate the mili-
tary "participation rates" of various demographic subgroups (Cooper, 1977; 
Directorate for Manpower Research, 1972; Karpinos, 1962; Kim, 1980; and The 
President's Task Force on Manpower Conservation, 1964). The rates of parti-
cipation for all youth {or specific age cohorts) can be easily determined 
with Department of Defense statistics {Master/Loss data files) and Bureau of 
the Census population estimates. However, the "participation rates" of 
qualified youth--a more 11 refined11 measure of participation--must be based on 
a reasona6le estimation of the number and characteristics of potentially 
qualified youth. Most attempts to describe the pool of potentially qualified 
youth have, in the past, hinged upon aptitude test score data compiled for 
pre-inductees or the aggregate population of applicant/examinees. Conse-
quently, previous estimates of the "participation rates" of potentially 
qualified youth are subject to serious error. 
Each Military Service applies its own aptitude standards in determining 
eligibility for enlistment. These aptitude standards reflect the diverse 
requirements of the separate Services, and they typically vary according to 
educational attainment (high school graduation status) and, at times, accord-
ing to sex. For example, in the Army, male and female high school graduates 
during FY 1981 were required to achieve a minimum AFQT score of 16 and a 
score of at least 85 on one of nine Service-specific aptitude composites. In 
contrast, Air Force enlistment standards for FY 1981 required that male and 
female high school graduates achieve a minimum AFQT score of 21; in addition, 
they were required to attain a combined aptitude composite score (including 
the Mechanical, Administrative, General, and Electronics composites) of no 
less than 120. 
Higher aptitude scores are required ordinarily for male non-high school 
graduates and GED recipients in each of the Services. In FV 1981, female 
68 
• 
1957 and December 31, 1962 who enlisted in the military (for the first time) 
between July 1973 and September 1981. 
Tabl°e 7 shows the participation rates, by racial/ethnic group and 
educational level, for two base populations: (1) all male youth (within the 
respective category); and (2) all male youth who wouTa li'eexpected to qualify 
for enlistment under FY 1981 aptitude test standards (by racial/ethnic group 
and education category). It should be noted that the cross-sectional parti-
c·ipation rates displayed in Table 7 actually understate the true percentages 
of male youth who join the military, since they do not include individuals 
who either (a) enlist after September 30, 1981 or (b) enter officer pro-
grams. It should also be pointed out that eligibility for enlistment would 
depend on other factors in addition to aptitude and educ a ti on--i ncl udi ng 
medical and moral requirements. 
The attraction of the.military for minority youth is vividly portrayed 
in Table 7. Black and Hispanic youth who are qualified for military service 
have generally enlisted in proportionately greater levels than their white 
counterparts. This is particularly true for blacks: as of September 1981, 
almost 42 percent of all potentially qualified black males in the United 
States (born in 1957 through 1962) have entered military service. One out of 
three black male youth who had a high school diploma or a GED, and would 
probably qualify for enlistment, had enlisted by September 1981--while the 
comparable rate for black high school dropouts is a whopping 136 percent. 
(This unusually high rate reflects the fact that ASVAB misnorming during FY 
1976-80 affected principally the eligibility of non-high school graduates 
with low aptitude test scores. Many more black youth in this category conse-
quently were accepted for military service than would have qualified with the 
correctly calibrated test.) In contrast, the participation rate for poten-
tially qualified white high school graduates is 10 percent; and the overall 
rate for white males who would qualify for enlistment is about 14 percent. 
Perhaps an even more revealing aspect of youth participation lies in 
the fact that potentially qualified youth who do not have a high school 
diploma or equivalency certificate--regardless of race--find military service 
an especially appealing job or education alternative. Almost half of all 
high school dropouts who could probably pass the military's aptitude test 
standards had enlisted; and more than one out of four qualified GED recipi-
ents had made the same choice. In fact, the image of the Armed Services as a 
place of opportunity, equal acceptance and involvement, regardless of prior 
social disadvantage or pre-existing handicap, has helped to make the military 
a ·traditional channel for social mobility. The participation rates displayed 
in Tab 1 e 7 tend to confirm that both the image and the promise of 11 oppor-
tuni ty11 are still quite strong. And, now, with the ability to track through 
longitudinal surveys the life outcomes of young men and women who enter the 
military, analysts can see if the promise becomes reality. 
The "Profile of American Youth" report was released just six months 
ago, so it is far too early to assess its impact on mi 1i tary manpower 
research. Yet, with the Defense Department report itself and subsequent 
papers on the "representative quality" of new recruits (Eitelberg & Waters, 
1982), it is already clear that· the new data base will long serve as a major 
focal point of research. Indeed, because of the overwhelming importance of 
the military's enlistment test on the individual "life chances 11 of young men 
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Table 7 
M:U.itary PGrticipaeioa llacee of Male Touch Boru 3ec'tll!ell 
1957 througb 1962 b7 Bacial/!tJmic Group ad !ducacioaa.l. Linel4 
lacJ.al/!tbDic: Grouis 
!ducatiOD&l t.nelb WbiteC Blackd 81apaa.1c 
!lelow 1U.1b School Graduaca 
All Yout~ 16.6 1:.1 S.3 
Qual1f16 .. Youth )9.0 135.,e 45.; 
CID 1115b Scbool f.qu1Taleacy 
:\l! Youth 18.6 14.i :,.~ 
Qual!!ied Youth 2!;.; H.ci 29. :' 
llllb School m21aaa Graduate 
ad Abo.-
All Youth 9.8 ::.J 10.J 
~lifted '!ouch 10.z 33.7 11.6 
~ 
All Youth ll.3 is.: 9.3 
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Source•: Scac11t1cs on 1ual1f1ed youth are ~•r1ved !re~ data char: ap~ear 1n Ce~art:nnt of 
:>eiense, ?-rofile ot American Youth: l980 ~r:!onvide ,\d::u.nistrat1on oi the Ar~oc Serv!c•• 
Vocat!onal Aot1:ue !atter~ (Washington. o.c.: Office of :he Assistar.c S•cretary ot leiense 
:or !ian;,over, A.serve l.l!a1r1, and t.og11tic1, 1982); and spec!al tabulations ~rovided ,~ :~ 
Office ot the Secretary ot Defen••• 
•!'arUcipacion race 1• r:he perceatap of male !'OUCh bom l>ecv.en January 1, 195i and :>ecemDer 
31, 1962 who enlisted 1n Ch• 111l1tary (for the first tia) !,ecveen July 1973 md Sepcemter 
t 981. Pan1ci;tac!cn races an shown for tvo baae populations: 1. all ~•le youth vttbin the 
racial/ethnic aad educac1oa category; and 2. all ale. ycuch who ~dtieexpected r:o cna.alifv 
tor enliatmenc wider 1981 aptitude teat 1candard1 (by rac:1al/othn1c and educaic!on category). 
The croaa-11•ct1012al parcicipat1011 race• understate the true percencaie of ma.le ,ouch vbo jotn 
che 2il1tary since :bey do noc include 1ad1viduala vtto a) •nliac after 30 s.,cesber 1981 and 
b) enter officer prograaa. Eac!mace• of the INSber of youth qualified for military •re 
calculated on cha ~aaia of renlta frC111 cbe Profila ot American touch (adminiatrac!on ot the 
Anted Service• Vocational Apcitwte Baccery to a national probability saal)le in 1980) and the 
1981 educac1on/al)C!tude standard• ued by !:he Armed Services. (tt should be aoccci chat 
el!g1b111ty ~or imlisc=-nc WQuJ.d also depend on ocher factor• -iacludin1 :iectical .nd moral 
requirements.) 
bror ~ilitary ?ersonnel. educat!on at :!m of eacry !and 1n1tial qualif1cat1oa) lnco service. 
A9proximacely .me i)ercenc ot the :sale youth ;,opubc1on could l\OC ~ idenc!fied on che :,aa1s oi 
•ducat!on; and one ?ercenc of nlitary personnel could ~ot !,e !denc1!1ed 011 !:he ~aais oi 
racial/ethnic !Toup. ntese l.lllknova caae• ware not included in the calculacions Qf 
?•rt!c1pat!on races • 
.:White c:ate!Of'Y include• all :-ac!al/ecba.1c grouos ether :hall blacit or :Us~nic. 
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:or ~lac~ :,on--t1~n school Jr&duates :o:lacts :no :act :hat :iany :sore ~lac& ~oucn ~a:~ 




and women-"".'to be selected, learn, and work in the nation's .largest training 
institution--and because of the consequences of personnel screening decisions 
on defense capabilities, the standards for entry. into the Armed Forces are 
now being scrutinized with greater zeal than ever before. 
The new data base created by the II Prof il e11 study wi 11 he 1 p the sci enti -
fie and policymaking community evaluate the standards currently used by the 
Armed Forces as the basis for their personnel decisions--and, at the same 
time, reach a more complete understanding of the relatfonship and role of the 
military in society. In recent years, military manpower research has often 
been conducted under severe time constraints, with inadequate data, and by 
individuals who are unsophisticated in either the issues or the methodolo-
gical skills. In sharp contrast, the "Profile of American Youth" has the 
potential of being one of the most far-reaching and productive research 
efforts originating in the Department of Defense. 
The Non-military Context: Uncharted Paths 
The National Longitudinal Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force Behavior is 
the newest member in a family of surveys begun in 1965 by the Office of 
Manpower Policy, Evaluation, and Research, in the Department of Labor. 
At that time, the Labor Department contracted with the Center for H~man 
Resource Research of the Ohio State University for longitudinal studies of 
the labor market experience of four United States population groups. These 
were, at the time of first interv,ew: men 45 to 59 years of age, women 30 to 
44 years of age, and young men and women 14 to 24. Each of these four 
cohorts was represented by a national probability sample of approximately 
5,000 individuals. The original study plan called for annual interviews over 
a five-year period, i.e., six interviews with each cohort. In fact, not only 
was the original plan (essentially) adhered to, but the interest generated by 
the data bases has Jed to continued data co 11 ecti on from these groups for 
about fifteen years. · 
In 1976, an interdisciplinary panel of experts recommended to the Labor 
Department that a new·longitudinal panel of young men and women be started. 
The new study wou'fa'both permit .replication and comparison of analyses con-
ducted on the earlier cohorts of youth and help in the evaluation of the 
expanded employment and training programs for youth legislated by the 1977 
amendments to the Comprehensive- Employment and Training Act. 
4The original data collection was by means of a personal interview; 
after the first few years, other data collection techniques such as mail or 
telephone have been interspersed with personal interviews. For a complete 
description of the surveys, see Center for Human Resource Research, The 
National Longitudinal Surveys handbook. Columbus, Ohio: Center for Human 
• Resource Research, The Ohio State University, 1981. 
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The pane 1 of you th used as the samp 1 e for the 11P rof i 1 e 11 ·study was 
initially interviewed in 1979 (Wave l) and is bSing interviewed by means of a 
one-hour personal survey annually thereafter. Interviewing of the panel 
for the fourth time was completed t~is spring {Wave 4), and planning for the 
fifth survey is currently underway. 
In the course of the past fifteen years, hundreds of report~, papers, 
academic theses, and articles have been based on data from these surveys of 
the original cohorts; analyses based on the new panel have just begun to 
appear. Examination of the NLS bibliography suggests that scholars trained 
in Economics, Sociology, Psychology, Education and many related fields have 
variously dissP.cted these data (Center for Human Resource Research, 198l)a 
It is not sut~rising, therefore, that the anticipated release of data from 
the first thr~e interviews of the "new" youth cohort, combined with data from 
the 11 Profile 11 study, has generated considerable academic interest and 
excitement. 7 ✓ 
One way to share in this sense of intellectual excitement on the part 
of researchers familiar with the NLS is to scan through the questionnaires 
and to be overwhelmed by the wealth of data and its research possibilities. 
A more practical alternative is to inspect a summary of the available 
information (Table 8). · In doing so, it is critical to remember that some 
variables are collected at ea·ch interview (e.g., detailed information about 
the respondent's current job), while others are collected as part of a 
continuous history (e.g., marital st~tus), and still others are special 
topics explored on a one-time basis (e.g., time utilization data collected in 
1981). 
In addition to the basic annual interview, the data base has been 
enhanced by several "be 11 s and whistles." Aside from the fortuitous coi nci-
dence of interest between the Departments of Defense and Labor that led to 
51n fact, there are three independent probability samples in the 
panel. Two of these samples were designed to cover the non-institutionalized 
civ_ilian population in the 14-to-21 age range as of January 1, 1979. The 
third sample was designed specifically to cover the 17-to-21 age cohort 
serving in the military as of -January 1, 1979. In the spring of 1979, 12,686 
ci vi 1 i an and mi 1 i tary youth were interviewed. The "Profi 1 e" study used for 
its target sample these 12,686 young men and women. During July-October 
1980, a total of 11,914 ASVABs were administered, representing a completion 
rate of about 94 percent. See Martin R. Frankel and Harold A. McWilliams, 
The Profile of American Youth: Technical Sampling Report. Chicago: National 
Opinion Research Center, l98l. 
6Responsibility for the study design and analyses rests with the 
Center for Human Re.source Research (Ohio State Uni vers, ty )·. Respons i bi 1 i ty 
for drawing and maintaining the sample, conducting the field work, and 
preparing data tapes has been subcontracted to the National Opinion Research 
Center (University of Chicago). 
71n October 1982, the Center for Human Resource Research will release 
data from the 1979, 1980, and 1981 youth interviews combined with the test 
·data from· the "Profile" study. 
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the availability of aptitude scores for the total sample, high school trans-
cripts are availa'ble for over 8,000 members of the youth panel.a 
How will the availability of aptitude data affect the kinds and types 
of analyses conducted with the NLS? Framing an answer to that question 
requires, in part, an overview of the uses that have been made of the NLS 
family of surveys to date. Fortunately, the task is simplified by the 
existence of such an overview as well as by the existence of· the NLS biblio-
graphy. Bielby et al (1978) organized their report around the major 
substantive areas of Tabor market research: labor supply; labor demand; 
human capital and status attainment; unemployment, job separation and job 
search; social psychological dimensions; aging; and research methodology. 
These shorthand terms, however,. do an injustice to the breadth and depth of 
the research~ In the labor supply category, the authors summarize research 
that has focused on female labor supply and fertility expectations, child 
instability, and male labor supply. On the demand side, studies have been 
conducted that dea 1 with dual and segmented 1 abor markets and sex and race 
di scrimi nation in the labor market. Human capital and status attainment 
models have employed the NLS data repeatedly, generally using imprecise 
measures of ability in an attempt_ to measure individual trainability 
(Griliches, 1976, 1977). Sociological studies of status attainment were 
conducted both prior to the Bielby et al. review and since that time. Most 
of the social psychological variables in the NLS have been extensively 
utilized, generally with an emphasis on the role that these variables play in 
the labor market· phenomenon. 
As we consider the range of studies conducted thus far, we are 
continuously impressed by the extent to which researchers from diverse 
intellectual backgrounds, employing a full range of social science methods, 
continuously touch on the issue of i ndi vi dual ability as a determinant, 
directly or. indirectly, of "success" or 11 failure 11 --be it in finding a job, 
in being promoted, or in managing one's family. 
As we reflect on the addition of the "Profile" data to the NLS, we can 
only conclude that its utility, importance, and contribution to social 
science research is limited merely by the creativity, imagination, and 
perseverance of our colleagues--and, of course, the availability of funds. 
Brhe U.S. Department of Education funded the collection of complete 
four-year high school transcripts for these youth. If funding becomes avail-
able, additional transcripts will be. collected later this year, when the 
youngest members_. of the pan·e1 wi 11 have graduated from high school. 
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Table 8 
Infomation Available in the National Longitudinal 
Survey (NLS) of Youth Labor Force Behavior Data Set: 
Variable Categories by Included·Variables 
VARIABLE CATEGORIES 
A. Labor Marke~ Experience Variables 
1. Current labor force and employment 
status and characteristics of 
current job 
2. Work experience since January 1, 
1978, or since last interview 
3. Characteristics of job with 
more than 20 hours/week and more 
than 9 weeks duration since 
January·2, 1978 
8. Socioeconomic and Human Capital 
Var1a61es 
1. Early formative influences 
2. Education 




Occupation, industry, hours, 
job benefits; job satisf~c-
tion; hourly rate of pay; 
shift worked. · 
Number of weeks worked, un-
employed, out of the labor 
force. 
Occupation, industry, class of 
worker, . number of hours, 
worked/week; hourly rate of 
pay; reason for leaving job; 
starting and ending dates. 
Ethnic self-identification; 
household composition at age 
14; occupation of primary male 
and · primary female adults at 
age 14; parental education and 
birthplace; current and past 
religion; availability of 
magazines, newspapers in home 
at age 14; language spoken 
when a child. 
Current enrollment status, 
highest grade completed and 
degree{s) obtained; date of 
last enrollment; types. of 
high school curri~ulum, and 
.courses taken during 1 as t 
year; type of col 1 ege and 
field of specialization; 
financial aid in college. 
Type ·and duration of programs; 





Table 8, Continued: 
4. Government jobs and training 
programs 
5. Health and physical condition 
6. Marital and family characteristics 
7. Financial characteristics 
8. Military service (current or past) 
C. Social/Psychological Variables 
1. Work attitudes 
2. Educational and occupational 
aspirations and expectations 
75 
Type, length, hours per week 
and evaluation of program; 
income from program; assess-
ment of program; reasons for 
entering and leaving programs. 
Type and duration of health 
problem; health related work 
limitations; height and 
weight. 
Occupation and numbers/weeks 
worked by parents in past 
year; education of family 
members; marital status, 
number of dependents, occupa-
. tion and education of spouse; 
periods of 1 i vi ng away _ from 
parents; marital history since 
January 1, 1978; number and 
age distribution of children 
in households; expected number 
of children. 
Total family income in 
previous year; income of 
respondent (and spouse) from 
wages of salary, unemployment 
compensation, public assist-
ance, food stamps, pensions 
and Social Security, and other 
sources. 
Branch, months in military, 
mi 1 i tary occupation( s), pay 
grade and income; Reserve or 
Guard activities; type and 
amount of mi 1 i tary training; 
formal education received 
whi 1 e in service; reasons for 
entry and separation from 
military; contact with mili-
tary recruiters; type of 
discharge. 
Reaction to hypothetical job 
offers; characteristics of 
acceptable jobs; attitudes 
toward women working. 
Type and amount of education 
wanted and expected; work 
desired at age 35 and expecta-
tion of achieving goal. 
Table 8, Continued: 
-3. Measures and perceptions· 
4. Misc. social/psychological 
variables 
D. Environmental. variables 
Knowledge of world of work 
score; Rotter Internal-
External Locus of Control 
score; Rosenberg self-esteem 
scale; perception of age, race 
and sex discrimination. 
Significant others; suspension 
or expulsion from school; 
delinquency and drug activi-
ties in 1980; police contacts, 
convictions, charges and 
incarcerations; use of time 
and allocation of time to 
educational, occupational and 
personal activities. 
Place of birth and residence 
at age 14; urban or rural 
nature of current residence; 
counties of residence since 
January 1, 1978. 
Source: Based on information contained in Center for Human Resource 
Research. The National Longitudinal Surveys handbook. Colum-
bus, Ohio: Center for Human Resource Research, The Ohio State 
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